Dear Henry, 3/ 25/8? 

As usual weekend mornings, I began today enjoying the ^traditional) jazz 
programs from WAMU on that wonderful Sony Soundabout, which permits Lil to sleep 
and me to enjoy. But I could not keep my mind on it and enjoy it because yesterday 
I began to tead your revised Chapter IX, which <£issi sent me ten days ago and I'd 
not been able to get to. I won't be able to read it continuously because I've had 
more than the usual interruptions and when I have some contmnuous time I'jfa very 
far behind on an important affidavit Jim needs and I'll have to work on it. And 
I have some new interruptions this coming week. I'll be reading you under the 
worst conditions, when I rest during my morning walking therapy in the local mall. 

I'm up to page 16. I've been annotating as I go but it will not be easy to 

read. 

If I'm going to be a friend and be of any use to you and the Digest I must 
be frank and I will be. 

I've been troubled because after I, read the first^draft in April and wrote or 
phoned you to express my concerns you said that in six weeks you'd call me back and 
we'd go over my notes. I've been troubled because you haven't and I wondered why 
and I was more troubled to see that you'd revised this chapter without speaking to 
me and without learning what criticisms and suggestions I'd already made. 

How that I've readl this far I'm even more troubled. For you and the Digest 
because I don't really care what is printed that I do not agree with. Long ago 
the impossibility of really doing anything aiout what I rgard as irresponsible and 
hurtful writing became apparent. 

This chapter is irresponsible. It is not good (i do not mean the writing as 
writing, I mean the content). It fails even as propaganda, which I really believe, 
whether or not you are aware of it, is what you engage in. And you strain do hard 
you defeat yourself at that. 

I 11 not now take time for all d'ye annotated and I'll make a suggestion 
about that shortly. 

Have you ever been in the military? Some of what you've written will mahe old 
soldiers laugh, like making sinister suggestions based on the exteme notion that 
there was something wrong with Oswald's getting weekend passes so he could visit 
his New Orleans family -ywhich uoesn't really remember it anyway. 

First of ill, there is not much likelihood that many -if any -out of the ordi- 
nary passes would be issued for mere family Visits. Secondly, have you any idea how 
many men faked reasons for passes? Or how many, like me, merely went over the hill 
regularly and without any wrongful purpose? 
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This happens to coincide with some of your more serious omissions and with the 
total absence of any redords that can confirm you on his leaves in any way. There are 
almost no records at all about Oswald at j^ee sler, something that should prompt your 
interest in another direction. This also coincides with your almost entirely ignoting 
what he was doing there. But it does fit in with your retailing of the Tsgq»g> 

Epsteinkery re Japan. 

Having read the first draft I can see where you are going. 

Dong ago I’d urged that at some point we discuss the Nosenko business but you 

haven't found time and you've done your writing. Your position is essentially that 

iVirtwx 

of tfea^in the CIA who, if anyone there, have much to be both concerned and ashamed 
about in this matter and their parts in it. 

Obviously I can't take time for all of this now but I do mention a few things. 

The basis of this Angleton/Miler hokum is that the Soviets send Nosenko as a 
disinformation agent, ostensibly to hide their part in the assassination, to influence 
against a Soviet conspiracy report allegedly anticipated. Bullshit? 

DeLoa&h and the FBI leaked the official conclusions days before they reached 
the President or his Commission. Some was to a friend wjjose story appear Hjonths before 
Nosenko defected. His story was published 12/5/63 and it was far from the first. Nor 
was it the one that got widest international play, as all did. 

I recently found in FBI records ai£ December 3 letter to Hoover that begins, 

"Today's headline! saysjdS* FBI reports president's assassin had no associates." So 
not earlier than then the whole world knew the no-conspiracy decision, as did almost 
everyone in the press in Washington and New York Aft" "fvvn-A^- 

That the FBI did this leaking was also well known, so well and publicly known 
that, to quote from the same records, this one serialized 60-109060-1673, Courtney 
Evans wrote Alan ^elmont, among other things on 12/5/63 about that day's WC executive 
session, that Senator Russell was most sarcastic in asking whether the Commission 
would get the report before the FBI had leaked all (my emphasis) of its contents to 
the press." (That day there were many stories, not only my friend's.) 

There just never was any need or even reason to believe there was any need to 
disinfoxm because there never was any doubt from the very beginning wait the 
official conclusion was. So there was no possibility of any Soviet disinformation 
purpose in Nosenko' s defection at least as it relltes to the JFK assassination. 

Moreover, can you really believe that the Soviets, and Khruschev in particular, 
preferred LBT to JFK? 

Have you the remotest notion of what had developed beginning with theJ& Cuba 
missle crisis, of tlbe detente that had begin - and was ended with that assassination? 
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You demean yourself in taking this kind of line and you trash your book. 

The same is true of ^astro and ^uba. Have you the remotest notion of the actualities, 
incldding the formal and informal negot^ons JFK had initiated, all much to Castro's 
interest, and were ongoing at the time he was assassinated. 

Do you begin to understand how the C u h a missle crisis ended and how this alone 
guaranteed Castro's security? 

^hruschye's proposal, initially rejected and then grabbed by JFK, was that 
he'd remove the missies if the US guaranteed not to invade Cuba. JFK instead 
guaranteed Cuba against any invasion, by us or by anyone else. 

Can you imagine C as tro having JFK assassinated when JFK could and did give him 
what Khruschev and the USSR could not? The mutual defense pact with the USSR merely 
promised Castro aid. It could not defend him, although it could have launched W III. 

JFK gave Castro the most meaningful guarantees and protections. 

I fear you have fallen under the spell of personable, helpful and very friendly 
nuts in the critical community like Mary, who is both brilliant and utterly un4 
dependable when her preconceptions and political views are involved!. 

While without reading all of the revision I can't be as definitive, I've seen 
enough to believe that the general comment applies to it also: your omissions and 
extensive over-writing approximates (I'm sure unintended) dishonesty and I canno t 
urge you too strongly to give this the deepest possible thought and attention. tfcith 
what I've seen I express in advance the same fears about your Mew u rleans chapter, 
w&ich you also have not discussed in any way with me despite the amount of work I 
did there. 

There was something I'd been intending to do a magazine piece og. and was 
interrupted and didn't return to. I then decided to give it to you when you got to 
that point, which is this point. But when four Months passed without your getting 
back to me on this and I had a £ chance to sell it I did and thus cannot tell you 
in any detail about it. (The sale will enable me to make xerox copies ofmg my 
first book, which is almost entirely out-of-print.) There is just a hint of this in 
Oswald in Hew Orleans . and frankly, I'm surprised you never asked me if I had anything 
moreon it. Wliat I have is definitive, official and not some interview with someone 
willing to say anything or just wrong, as some interviewees on Oswald have been. 

Because knowing that I had what I regarded as serious criticisms of this chapter 
you avoided any discussion of it with me before revising it I have no reason to 
believe you intend to consider them, I can do no more than try to inform you. I 
have no right to tell you what to believe or what to write. But if I am going to 

be of any help to you or the Digest or to the vast public your book will reach 
under any circumstancds, 1 must bat frank with you and tell you the truth as best 
I can. That is what I am trying to do. 
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I am also trying to be a friend becauwe this alone denigrates you and your 
book. 0f course I would rather not have that happen. What I've seen up to this 
pojnt is entirely differet and even though I am not in accord with some of it, 
on balance it is good and I'd rather not have that diminished, too. 

The approach I refer to above is this: fest I've not xeroxed any of your 
work and won’t keep it if I do. But because t must really get more done on the 
affidavits, of which there are two and both are important in recovery of expenses 
and fee3 in FOIA cases, I suggest j^tliat when I finish reading and annotating this 
revision I xerox it and send one copy to you. After we discuss it I'll then send you 

the copy. Temporarily, so I can consult it is there is need, I'd retain the 

original draft, which I annotated back in April, and then I'll return it to you 
without making any copy. 

In what I'yo read in this revision there are some points that I think cannot 
be footnoted or if they can, cannot be responsibly and fairly footnoted. 

I also remind you that then; has not been a decent book that even pretends to 
suggest a solution to the crime. I don't think there can be. 

In time you wi2>2> not be proud of some of your omissions itf so long a chapter 

in which you tjave so much you do not need except to develop an untenable arg um ent. 

0 

I'm being jsap'friend, Henry. Listen to me. 



Sincerely, 




